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SUPREME COURT: MEDICAL STUDENTS! RIGHTS 
ANNCR? 

THE U.S. SUPREME COURT -- IN A CASE WITH IMPORTANT 
IMPLICATIONS FOR THE LEGAL RIGHTS OF STUDENTS -- HAS UPHELD THE 
DISMISSAL OF A MEDICAL STUDENT FOR FAILURES RANGING FROM POOR 
RAPPORT WITH PATIENTS TO A LACK OF PERSONAL CLEANLINESS. CHRIS 
KERN REPORTS. 

VOICE: 

WHEN CHARLOTTE HOROWITZ WAS THROWN OUT OF THE UNIVERSITY 
OF MISSOURI MEDICAL SCHOOL JUST A YEAR BEFORE SHE WAS DUE TO 
GRADUATE, SHE DION'T TAKE IT PHILOSOPHICALLY. MS. HOROWITZ HAD 
ALWAYS MADE PASSING GRADES IN HER COURSE WORK, AND SHE CHARGED 
THAT HER CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS WERE VIOLATED WHEN THE STATE- 
OPERATED SCHOOL DISMISSED HER FOR A VARIETY OF PERSONAL 
CHARACTERISTICS. 

HER PROBLEMS DIDN'T BEGIN UNTIL HER LAST TWO YFARS OF 
MEDICAL SCHOOL, WHEN SHE STARTED PRACTICING UNOFR FACULTY 
SUPERVISION IN A UNIVERSITY-AFFILIATED CLINIC. THE COMPLAINTS 
AGAINST HER HAD NOTHING TO DO WITH HER MEDICAL KNOWLEDGE, BUT 
RATHER WITH HER CONDUCT IN A HOSPITAL SETTING. HER SUPERVISORS 
SAID SHE DIDN'T GET ALONG WELL WITH EITHER HER PATIENTS OR THE 
DOCTORS WHO SHE WORKED WITH, THAT SHE COULDN'T ACCEPT CRITICISM 
OF HER PERFORMANCE AND THAT SHE DION'T KEEP HFRSELF CLEAN 
ENOUGH TO PRACTICE MEDICINE. 

MS. HOROWITZ FELT THAT DISMISSAL FROM MEDICAL SCHOOL UNDER 
THOSE CIRCUMSTANCES CARRIED SUCH A STIGMA THAT THE UNIVERSITY 
HAD BEEN OBLIGATED TO GIVE HER A FORMAL HEARING ON THE CHARGES. 


IN A LAWSUIT SEEKING REINSTATEMENT, SHE ARGUED THAT THE MEDICAL 
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SCHOOL -- LIKE ANY OTHER AGENCY OF THE STATE GOVERNMENT -- WAS 
REQUIRED TO PROVIDE CERTAIN PROCEDURAL SAFEGUARDS BEFORE TAKING 
ANY ACTION THAT COULD HAVE SUCH A SEVERE IMPACT ON HER CAREER. 

BUT IN AN OPINION WRITTEN BY JUSTICE WILLIAM REHNQUIST, 
THE SUPREME COURT RULED THAT THE SCHOOL PROVIDED ADEQUATE 
PROTECTION FOR MS. HOROWITZ" CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS WHEN IT GIVE 
HER AN OPPORTUNITY TO RESPOND TO THE COMPLAINTS AGAINST HER. 
SINCE THOSE COMPLAINTS WERE OF A PROFESSIONAL OR ACADEMIC NATURE, 
THE OPINION SAYS, NO PURPOSE WOULD HAVE BEEN SERVED BY AN 
ADVERSARY HEARING -- CONDUCTEO COURTROOM-STYLE -=- ON THEIR 
ACCURACY. 

IN PAST DECISIONS, THE SUPREME COURT HAS INDICATED THAT AN 
ADVERSARY HEARING IS NORMALLY REQUIRED WHEN A STUDENT IS 
DISMISSED FROM A STATE-OPERATED SCHOOL FOR DISCIPILINARY REASONS. 
IN DISCIPLINARY CASES, THE STUDENT'S CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS CAN 
ONLY BE PROTECTED BY PROCEDURES THAT ARE SIMILAR TO THOSE USED 
WHEN A STATE AGENCY PUNISHES AN ADULT. BUT THE COURT'S RULING 
IN THE CASE OF CHARLOTTE HOROWITZ MEANS THAT CONSIDERABLY LESS 
FORMAL PROCEDURES CAN BE FOLLOWED WHEN A SCHOOL DISMISSES A 
STUDENT FOR POOR ACADEMIC WORK, 
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